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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention, 

3. Claim 1 recites the limitation "based on the one parameter alone" in line 5. There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is unclear as to what 
"the one parameter" is referring to although examiner assumes it means the steering 
angle. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 2-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Suzuki et al. (US004609064A) in view of Kagawa et al (US 5,906,645). 

Per claim 2, Suzuki teaches a drive system switching control method of a four- 
wheeled vehicle for switching two drive systems including the steps of detecting a 
steering angle and a vehicle speed (30, 40; figure 6A), comparing the detected steering 
angle and vehicle speed with a corresponding relationship and analyzing a 
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predetermined drive system switching to determine whether or not it is allowed (see 
figure 6B), and inhibiting the drive system switching if the switching is not allowed 
(column 5, line 58 - column 6, line 5). Suzuki, however, fails to disclose inhibiting the 
drive system from switching both from two to four and four to two wheel drive modes if it 
is determined that the drive system switching is not allowed. Suzuki only specifically 
discloses inhibiting the drive system from being changed from the four-wheel drive 
mode to the two-wheel drive mode. Suzuki et al discusses the fact that steering is done 
differently depending on which drive mode the vehicle is in, two or four wheel. For four- 
wheel drive mode, the vehicle is turned with the tendency to understeer due to the effect 
of the tight corner break. In two-wheel drive mode, the vehicle is turned in the condition 
of neutral steer. (Column 5, lines 40-43) It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to recognize that inhibiting the drive 
system switching from both two to four and four to two wheel drive modes would be 
beneficial due to the teaching of Suzuki which states that if the cornering characteristic 
of the vehicle is changed while the vehicle is running at high speeds there is a greater 
possibility that the vehicle will be oversteered, or the directional control of the vehicle 
will be lost. (Column 5, lines 43-49) This also is based upon the steering angle of the 
vehicle as discussed in Suzuki. Suzuki fails to specifically disclose inhibiting the drive 
system manual switching step. Suzuki does disclose, as discussed above, inhibiting the 
drive system from being changed from the four-wheel drive mode to the two-wheel drive 
mode as it is unsafe! Kagawa et al discloses a method of inhibiting switching of drive 
states of the vehicle when the vehicle is determined to be in an unsafe state. (Column 
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1, lines 44-55) It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the inability to manually switch states when in an 
unsafe driving state as discussed in Kabawa et al with the system of Suzuki. Although 
Kabawa et al is switching from an auto-drive mode to a manual mode, it is still manually 
switching the vehicle and the steering angle is taken into consideration and it would 
have been obvious to do this when switching from four-wheel drive mode to two-wheel 
drive mode or vice versa when determined it is unsafe. 

Per claim 3, Suzuki teaches a drive system switching control method of a four- 
wheeled vehicle for switching two drive systems including the steps of detecting a 
steering angle and a vehicle speed (30, 40; figure 6A), comparing the detected steering 
angle and vehicle speed with a corresponding relationship and analyzing a 
predetermined drive system switching to determine whether or not it is allowed in 
correspondence to the vehicle speed (see figure 6B), and inhibiting the drive system 
switching if the switching is not allowed (column 5, line 58 - column 6, line 5). Suzuki, 
however, fails to disclose inhibiting the drive system from switching both from two to 
four and four to two wheel drive modes if it is determined that the drive system switching 
is not allowed. Suzuki only specifically discloses inhibiting the drive system from being 
changed from the four-wheel drive mode to the two-wheel drive mode. Suzuki et al 
discusses the fact that steering is done differently depending on which drive mode the 
vehicle is in, two or four wheel. For four-wheel drive mode, the vehicle is turned with 
the tendency to understeer due to the effect of the tight corner break. In two-wheel 
drive mode, the vehicle is turned in the condition of neutral steer. (Column 5, lines 40- 
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43) It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to recognize that inhibiting the drive system switching from both two to four 
and four to two wheel drive modes would be beneficial due to the teaching of Suzuki 
which states that if the cornering characteristic of the vehicle is changed while the 
vehicle is running at high speeds there is a greater possibility that the vehicle will be 
oversteered, or the directional control of the vehicle will be lost. (Column 5, lines 43-49) 
This also is based upon the steering angle of the vehicle as discussed in Suzuki. 
Suzuki fails to specifically disclose inhibiting the drive system manual switching step. 
Suzuki does disclose, as discussed above, inhibiting the drive system from being 
changed from the four-wheel drive mode to the two-wheel drive mode as it is unsafe. 
Kagawa et al discloses a method of inhibiting switching of drive states of the vehicle 
when the vehicle is determined to be in an unsafe state. (Column 1 , lines 44-55) It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the inability to manually switch states when in an unsafe driving 
state as discussed in Kabawa et al with the system of Suzuki. Although Kabawa et al is 
switching from an auto-drive mode to a manual mode, it is still manually switching the 
vehicle and the steering angle is taken into consideration and it would have been 
obvious to do this when switching from four-wheel drive mode to two-wheel drive mode 
or vice versa when determined it is unsafe. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
6. Claim 1 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 
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7. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: the prior art, individually or in combination, fails to disclose, teach or suggest 
detecting a steering angle and inhibiting the drive system switching based on the 
steering angle alone as to whether the detected steering angle is over a predetermined 
angle. The prior art also takes makes the decision dependent upon speed also and not 
steering angle alone. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Marie A. Weiskopf whose telephone number is (571) 
272-6288. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday between 7:00 
AM and 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Black can be reached on (571) 272-6956. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
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USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-91 99 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1 000. 
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